There is no evidence of migration, but the data by no means rule out continuous throughout the Central American part of its range, any regular variation might be expected to be elihal in a direction corresponding to the long axis of this relatively narrow land mass. Therefore, the birds are arranged by locality from north to south and southeast, following the configuration of Central America. Each locality has been given a number, and these have been mapped in Figure 1 . A question mark in Figure 1 indicates The following remarks on color variation apply only to Central American birds excluding the type of darienensis; this specimen and the Colombian birds will be discussed presently.
The color and distinctness of the buffy shaft streaks on the pileurn vary from pale and well marked (USNM 198295, CNHM 7084) to dull and obscure (CNHM 69206, AMNH 390568). The size and distinctness of the streaks and/or spots on the nape are equally variable. Back color seems deeper and brighter in some specimens than in others, but the variation is slight and the paler and duller individuals are in more worn plumage. Also, the preparation of the skin influences the appearance of the back color, for the area just back of the nape is duller than the more posterior part of the back. An elongate skin shows these duller feathers more prominently and over a wider area than does a "telescoped" specimen. The two Nicaraguan specimens have no characters distinguishing them from a series of typica and are referable to that subspecies. The range of typica therefore extends as far as the Caribbean slope of extreme northern Nicaragua. All Costa Rican specimens are of course referable to typica.
The allocation of Panamanian specimens is somewhat more difficult and has a confusing history. Griscom (1928) provisionally identified birds from Almirante, in western Panama, as minor, a supposedly small, pale race described by Todd (1919) from northern Colombia. Griscom later (1929) described darienensis from a single female specimen from Cana, Daridn, in eastern Panama, and at the same time cast further doubt on the identity of the birds from Almirante. Zimmer (1929) included specimens from western Panama in typica, and doubted that darienensis was distinct from typica; he had not had an opportunity to examine the unique type. Griscom (1933), reporting on birds in the collection of Henry O. Havemeyer taken by A. P. Smith, assigned three females from the Rio Chepo in eastern Panama to darienensis, stating that these and the type averaged smaller and darker than a series of typica from Costa Rica, but mentioned that the Rio Chepo birds were from a less humid area than Cana and were about "75% typical" of darienensis. He gave no measurements and presumably meant that they were paler than the type. Peters (1951) followed Griscom in calling these birds darienensis but questioned the validity of the race. He regarded it as doubtfully distinct from minor, not typica. In the type, the culmen from nostril measures 12.7 mm. This is shorter than that of any other Central American specimen, and the next smallest measure 13.0 (UMMZ 132541) and 13.4 (MCZ 123195).
As the complete description of darienensis (Griscom
UMMZ 132541 is an immature female, and both it and the type differ from all others examined by me in that the tip of the culmen is straight and not decurved. This suggests the possibility that the tip of the bill has not attained its full development in either. The type, however, has no other characters indicating immaturity; the abdominal feathers are fairly worn and not downy. In any case, the culmen-fromnostril measurement of the type is only 0.7 mm. less than that of the next smallest adult, and in view of the variability of the species this difference is slight indeed.
In summary, the type of darienensis is matched by examples of typica in all respects but two--the extremely faint barring of the abdomen and the slightly shorter culmen. In my opinion, the abdominal patterning is much too faint and the difference in culmen length too small to merit nomenclatural recognition. It is conceivable that a However, the fact that no known female of this species from either Central America or Colombia has a wing more than 90 mm. long and since two recently taken males (USNM 411260 and 426232) from Colombia have wings almost as short as those of the type, one must consider the latter correctly sexed as a male.
The nine Colombian specimens should now be considered in the order in which they appear in Table 1 . USNM 426231 is quite buffy on the underparts, more so than any of the other Colombian birds, and is indistinguishable both in color and size from several examples of typica. The locality at which it was taken is, geographically if not politically, just east of the junction of the Central American isthmus with South America, and it is not too surprising that this specimen has the characteristics of typica. The other eight Colombian specimens have, with moderate variation, the color characters ascribed to minor --more olivaceous back and paler, less buffy underparts. The measurements, on the other hand, vary within a wide range, and the sexes must be considered separately.
The type of minor has the shortest wing of any known male of this species. The primaries are worn, but probably not enough to affect the measurement by more than one or two mm. The culmen from nostril length is shorter by 0.1 mm. than that of the smallest male typica, but the true ( It is obviously impossible to come to a definitive conclusion on the taxonomy of these Colombian specimens, but some tentative decisions may be made. First, USNM 426231 may be assigned to typica, extending the range of that subspecies into extreme northwestern Colombia. The male birds from the Department of C6rdoba can be considered as representing the upper limit of size of minor or their large measurements may indicate intergradation with typica. Neither of these alternatives is entirely satisfactory. If the first is accepted, the size variation of minor is great indeed, with considerable overlap with typica. If the second is correct, it seems odd that the intergrades combine, without apparent modification, the size of typica with the coloration of minor--as though these were "either-or" characters. One would expect that intermediates would instead be slightly smaller than most typica and somewhat buffier than most minor. My inclination is to consider the Quimari and Murucucfi specimens as intergrades as these localities seem to be intermediate between the ranges of the two forms.
The other four birds may all be considered minor, but some slight recharacterization of that subspecies is necessary. The coloration is similar to that of typica, but with the upper parts more olivaceous and the entire underparts less strongly suffused with buffy, resulting in paler, more whitish markings and a paler, more grayish abdomen and flanks.
•'he extent of the markings on the abdomen may or may not prove to be more restricted; this is a highly variable character in typica and some examples are less extensively marked than is the topotypical female of minor (C•VI 59296). Zimmer (1929) found that the lores and auriculars of minor were whiter, less buffy, than in typica.
•'he lores do not appear less buffy than those of many typica to my eye, but the basal part of the shafts of the auriculars seems to be somewhat whiter in minor.
•'he few specimens available indicate that males of minor have a slightly shorter wing and culmen than those of typica but that the females do not differ in size from that race.
•'he possibility should be mentioned that if the type is a young bird, its short wing and restricted abdominal markings may be due to immaturity, for these are also characteristics of an immature typica (UMMZ 132541).
•'he wings of the other two males seem not quite as short as that of the type but are barely shorter than those of the smallest typica, as are their culmens. The rather short wing measurement leaves the tail longer than the wing in males, the reverse of the usual situation in typica. If the birds from the Department of C6rdoba are considered minor and not intergrades, the race is still distinguishable on the basis of color characters.
In any case, the differences between minor and typica appear to me to be slight, and a larger series of the former in fresh plumage may show them to be even slighter than they seem at present.
The range of minor as presently known is not in co•tact with that of the other South American forms. The distributional gaps will surely be largely filled in by further collecting, but it is possible that minor, inhabiting the tropical lowlands of extreme northwestern South America, is more effectively isolated by mountain barriers from other subspecies than it is from typica. If so, this could explain why the characters of minor apparently do not form a bridge between typica and the other South American subspecies; instead, minor resembles typica more closely than it does the others.
The wide South American distribution of Deconychura longicauda indicates that it originated on that continent and that it has expanded northward into the humid tropical lowlands of Central America. As is well known to students of neotropical zoogeography, many arian species of southern origin range no farther north than the extensive lowlands of eastern Nicaragua. The fact that Deconychura longicauda occurs in the extreme northern portion of that area suggests that the species may be even more widely distributed along the Caribbean slope of Central America and may possibly still be expanding its range
